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PART ONE 

It's 100 years now since the Russian Revolution. The Soviet Union. 
Lenin and the Bolsheviks. Leninism. It's been 100 years already, but 
you realize how present the whole thing remains when you look at 
the press these days. People are still praising or damning the 
revolution. As if it mattered anymore. As if it were something more 
than history. As if the left and right of today had remotely anything 
in common with the left and right of Lenin's day. 

I won't praise Lenin, an evil man. But great men are often quite evil. 
I'm not very interested in Lenin, the man; but I'm very interested in 
Leninism. Lenin is very dead (if not yet buried, I wonder what Putin 
is waiting for); but Leninism is quite alive. And the Western press has 
just realized that China, the second power in the world, in place to 
become the first in a few years, is a Leninist state. It's taken 5 years 
of Xi Jinping shouting every day about the Leninist orthodoxy of the 
Communist Party of China for people to realize. Now the West is 
scared. 

The West is scared because Leninism is effective. Yes, sure, the 
Soviet Union collapsed in 1991; but lasting 74 years is no mean feat. 
And at any rate, the very establishment of the Soviet Union was a 
superhuman feat. It was something amazing, and amazed was the 
whole intelligentsia of the Western world for many decades. The 
kind of people who read my blog might not realize this, but Marxism 
was huge. Still is, really. Marxism completely captured the 
intellectual classes of the whole world for over a century. In China 
it's still the official orthodoxy, taught in schools. In the West it's still 
with us, if in the morphed form of Cultural Marxism. 

It's a staple of the right to speculate about why intellectuals hate 
capitalism. Reagan had a lot of quips about it. As usual, the right was 
good at cracking jokes, but it just never understood the problem. 
Which is why it lost, and keeps losing, and now we have gaymarriage 
and black transexuals running for office. 
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To understand Marxism you have to understand the world Marx 
lived in. 1848. The Liberal Revolutions. Europe had gone a long way 
since feudalism, through the absolutist wars of the 17th century, the 
rise of the modern state, and then the series of liberal revolutions 
starting in France in 1789 all up to 1848. A common thread on all this 
history is the rise of the bureaucratic state. Feudalism is a very 
natural form of government. It's basically transposing the hierarchy 
of a conquering army into peacetime. China started like that, 1046 
BC. The German tribes that conquered Western Rome also run like 
that. The king at war becomes the king at peace. The generals 
become counts. The colonels become earls. Everyone gets a peace of 
land, a set of rules of behavior, a set of duties of fealty. 

It works pretty well at keeping loyalty. It's not perfect, of course, 
after generations pass, the original ties of loyalty between army 
buddies aren't quite the same. But it worked reasonably well. 
Feudalism in both China and Europe lasted about 1,000 years. The 
problem with feudalism is that it's really hard to get anything done. 
It's hard to raise taxes, it's hard to get anything built. Everybody is 
very zealous about their inherited status and they won't tolerate the 
smallest change. Then the most centralized and obedient Ottomans 
come in and the most free and decentralized Kingdom of Hungary is 
slaughtered at Mohacs. 

A state, like any organization, but even more so, wants to get things 
done. It wants to grow, expand its power and influence. And so 
feudalism led to absolutism. And absolutism led to liberalism. Liberal 
states were strong, had armies of bureaucrats and tax revenues that 
feudal states could only dream of. But while they were effective, they 
were a mess. Feudalism is good at generating loyalty. Liberalism is 
awful at that. And loyalty is very important. The fundamental 
problem of politics is the distinction between friend and foe, said 
Schmitt. A friend is someone who is loyal. 

The 19th century, which destroyed the Ancien Regime in Europe, 
was an economic and scientific golden era, but politically it was a 
mess. A revolution every decade, governments which lasted 
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months, huge scandals every week. Elections were a violent and 
chaotic affair. If anything got done at all it was because the political 
chaos gave way to economic freedom, and the private sector got 
things done. A lot of things done. But the intellectuals weren't cool 
with that. Intellectuals are always the reserve army of the 
bureaucracy. They want the government to get things done. 

With all the scientific advances of the last centuries, the 18th and 
19th century intellectuals were just brimming with excitement with 
all the things they could get done. All those plans of social 
engineering. Utopia on earth! It just seemed so feasible. And yet they 
could never pull it off through the political process. They just 
couldn't pull it off. The politicians and bureaucrats just weren't loyal 
enough. Constant factionalism and infighting made any real reform 
impossible. 

Until Leninism, that is. Now Leninism is most likely mislabeled. 
Lenin did indeed found the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. 
But Lenin died in 1924. And the Soviet Union was still a huge mess in 
1924. It was Stalin, general secretary of the CPSU since 1922 who, 
through the means we all know, really built the Communist Party 
and stabilized the Soviet government. Stalinism is used to refer to 
his brutal purges and his approach to criminal justice, but it would 
be more accurate to use Stalinism to refer to what we today call 
Leninism; the structure of rule of single-party Communist regimes. 

Say what you will about the Soviet Union: the Communist Party was 
loyal. They got things done. Every crazy and stupid thing that the 
Politburo approved got done. Yes, it took a while to achieve that 
result. Stalin had to kill a lot of people. But it wasn't through sheer 
terror and cruelty that the Communist Party worked. The 
Communist Party had a system. Which worked. It still works today in 
China. You might have noticed how people in the West today talk 
about China in these same terms. China gets things done, it does 
them fast and cheap. China got the world's biggest high-speed rail 
system in the time that it takes to dig a tunnel in Boston. And for not 
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that much more money. That's not a coincidence. That's Leninism at 
work. 

Any country has a ruling class. What I call "loyalty" you could also 
call asabiya; the coherence of the ruling class as such. Their ability 
to stick with each other and gang up, keeping the structure of rule 
stable. Feudalism got that; the nobility was the ruling class, they 
formed a society very much separate from that of the peasants, and 
they took much care that their rule was never contested. The 
destruction of that world by enlightened liberals resulted in a ruling 
class which was orders of magnitude less cohesive and orderly. You 
might be a libertarian and think that is a good thing, and you may 
have a point. But any organization wants to fight entropy and ensure 
its stability and reproduction. Liberalism historically has shown itself 
incapable of that. Leninism was the first solution to that problem. 

Leninism is, of course, applied socialism. Socialism was huge before 
Leninism was even a thing, and that Marxism was and is still popular 
is not due only to Soviet patronage. Socialism works by hacking the 
Social Calculus Module that humans have in our brains. Remember, 
humans care deeply about status. Status is what drives human 
behavior. Everybody works to achieve more status, and to avoid 
losing status. Socialism of course sells egalitarianism. It tells people 
with low status that they can get some more. The Industrial 
Revolution had forced millions of peasants into the cities, and they 
all felt they had lost status in the process. Economists will tell you 
that the standard of living of industrial workers (according to some 
measures) had actually improved. And that may be so, but the 
workers didn't think so, and they were pissed. 

So these socialists come by and tell them they have this plan to 
make them gain status, big time. That was huge. Yes, sure, 
Christianity had also started promising the meek that they were 
morally higher than rich people; they'd all go to heaven unlike those 
perfid rich guys. But that didn't translate into actual, real-world 
status. Socialism was promising actual goods. And so it became 
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huge. It's still huge. It's pretty much catnip for humans. It's instant 
check-mate. 

Socialism works not only because it promises higher status to a lot 
of people. Socialism is catnip because it promises status to people 
who, deep down, know they shouldn't have it. There is such a thing 
as natural law, the natural state of any normally functioning human 
society. Basic biology tells us people are different. Some are more 
intelligent, more attractive, more crafty and popular. Everybody 
knows, deep in their lizard brains, how human mating works: women 
are attracted to the top dogs. Being generous, all human societies 
default to a Pareto distribution where 20% of people are high-status, 
and everyone else just has to put up with their inferiority for life. 
That's just how it works. 

Socialism though promised to change that, and Marx showed they 
had a good plan. Lenin then put that plan to work in practice. What 
did Lenin do? Exterminate the natural aristocracy of Russia, and 
build a ruling class with a bunch of low-status people. Workers, 
peasants, Jews, Latvians, Ukrainians. Lenin went out of his way to 
recruit everyone who had a grudge against Imperial Russian society. 
And it worked, brilliantly. The Bolsheviks, a small party with little 
popular support, won the civil war, and became the awesome Soviet 
Union. The early Soviet Union promoted minorities, women, sexual 
deviants, atheists, cultists and every kind of weirdo. Everybody but 
intelligent, conservative Russians of good families. The same 
happened in China, where e.g. the 5 provinces which formed the 
southern Mongolian steppe were joined up into "Inner Mongolia 
autonomous region", what Sailer calls "consolidate and surrender". 

In Communist countries pedigree was very important. You couldn't 
get far in the party if you had any little kulak, noble or landowner 
ancestry. Only peasants and workers were trusted. Why? Because 
only peasants and workers could be trusted to be loyal. Rich people, 
or people with the inborn traits which lead to being rich, will always 
have status in any natural society. They will always do alright. That's 
why they can't be trusted; the stakes are never high for them. If 
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anything they'd rather have more freedom to realize their talents. 
People of peasant stock though, they came from the dregs of society. 
They know very well that all they have was given to them by the 
party. And so they will be loyal to the death, because they know it, if 
the Communist regime falls, their status will fall as fast as a hammer 
in a well. And the same goes for everyone else, especially those 
ethnic minorities. 

Ethnics were tricky though, because they always had a gambit which 
could increase their status even further: independence. Which is 
why both Russia and China soon after consolidating the regime 
started to crack down on ethnics. Stalin famously purged Jews from 
the Politburo, used WW2 to restore most of the Tsar's territory, and 
run such a Russia-centered state that to this day people in 
Kyrgyzstan speak Russian. The same in China, a little known fact of 
the Cultural Revolution was the huge, bloody purge in Mongolia and 
the destruction of many temples in Tibet. After that was done with, 
the Communist party became this strong, stable and smooth 
machine. The Soviet economy of course worked like shit, and that 
eventually resulted in the collapse of the system. But as China has 
shown, central planning is orthogonal to Leninist politics. China, of 
course, had to know. It had been running a centralized bureaucracy 
for thousands of years. Leninism was just completing the system. 

So again, the genius of Leninism was in building a ruling class from 
scratch and making it cohesive by explicitly choosing people from 
low-status groups, ensuring they would be loyal to the party given 
they had much to lose. It worked so well it was the marvel of the 
intellectual classes of the whole world for a hundred years. 

Meanwhile, what was the West doing? The West, that diehard enemy 
of worldwide Communism, led by the United States. What has been 
the American response to Leninism? Look around you. Read Vox. Put 
on TV. Ok, that's enough. Who is high status in the West today? 
Women. Homosexuals. Transexuals. Muslims. Blacks. There's even 
movements propping up disabled and fat people. What 
Progressivism is running is hyper Leninism. Biological Leninism. 
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When Communism took over Russia and China, those were still very 
poor, semi-traditional societies. Plenty of semi-starved peasants 
around. So you could run a Leninist party just on class resentments. 
"Never forget class-struggle", Mao liked to say. "Never forget you 
used to be a serf and you're not one now thanks to me", he meant. 

In the West, though, by 1945, when peace and order was enforced by 
the United States, the economy had improved to the point where 
class-struggle just didn't work as a generator of loyalty. Life was 
good, the proletariat could all afford a car and even vacations. 
Traditional society was dead, the old status-ladders based on family 
pedigree and land-based wealth were also dead. The West in 1960 
was a wealthy, industrial meritocratic society, where status was 
based on one's talent, productivity and natural ability to schmooze 
oneself into the ruling class. 

Of course liberal politics kept being a mess. No cohesion in a ruling 
class which has no good incentive to stick to each other. But of 
course the incentive is still out there. A cohesive ruling class can 
monopolize power and extract rents from the whole society forever. 
The ghost of Lenin is always there. And so the arrow of history kept 
bending in Lenin's direction. The West started to build up a Leninist 
power structure. Not overtly, not as a conscious plan. It just worked 
that way because the incentives were out there for everyone to see, 
and so slowly we got it. Biological Leninism. That's the nature of the 
Cathedral. 

If you live in a free society, and your status is determined by your 
natural performance; then it follows that to build a cohesive Leninist 
ruling class you need to recruit those who have natural low-status. 
In any society, men have higher performance than women. They are 
stronger, they work harder, they have a higher variance, which 
means a fatter right tail in all traits (more geniuses); and they have 
the incentive to perform what the natural mating market provides. 
That's the patriarchy for you. Now I don't want to overstress the 
biology part here. It's not the fact that all men are better workers 
than women. In a patriarchy there's plenty of unearned status for 
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men. But that's how it works: the core of society is the natural 
performance of men; those men will naturally build a society which 
benefits them as men; some men free-ride on that, some women get 
a bad deal. Lots of structural inertia there. But the core is real. 

To get to the point: in 1960 we had a white men patriarchy. That was 
perfectly natural. Every society with a substantial proportion of 
white men will end up being ruled by a cabal of white men. Much of 
its biology; part of it is also social capital, good cultural practices 
accumulated since the 15th century. White men just run stuff better. 
They are natural high-status. But again, nature makes for messy 
politics. There is no social value on acknowledging truth: everybody 
can see that. The signaling value is in lies. In the unnatural. As 
Moldbug put it: 

in many ways nonsense is a more effective organizing tool 
than the truth. Anyone can believe in the truth. To believe in 
nonsense is an unforgeable demonstration of loyalty. It serves 
as a political uniform. And if you have a uniform, you have 
an army. 

Or as the Chinese put it, point deer, make horse. 

The point again is, that you can't run a tight, cohesive ruling class 
with white men. They don't need to be loyal. They'll do ok anyway. A 
much easier way to run an obedient, loyal party is to recruit 
everyone else. Women. Blacks. Gays. Muslims. Transexuals. 
Pedophiles. Those people may be very high performers individually, 
but in a natural society ruled by its core of high performers, i.e. a 
white patriarchy, they wouldn't have very high status. So if you 
promise them high status for being loyal to you; you bet they're 
gonna join your team. They have much to gain, little to lose. The 
Coalition of the Fringes, Sailer calls it. It's worse than that really. It's 
the coalition of everyone who would lose status the better society 
were run. It's the coalition of the bad. Literal Kakistocracy. 

There's a reason why there's so many evil fat women in government. 
Where else would they be if government didn't want them? They 
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have nothing going on for them, except their membership in the 
Democratic party machine. The party gives them all they have, the 
same way the Communist party had given everything to that average 
peasant kid who became a middling bureaucrat in Moscow. And 
don't even get me started with hostile Muslims or Transexuals. 
Those people used to be expelled or taken into asylums, pre-1960. 
Which is why American Progressivism likes them so much. The little 
these people have depends completely on the Left's patronage. 
There's a devil's bargain there: the more naturally repulsive someone 
else, the more valuable it is as a party member, as its loyalty will be 
all the stronger. This is of course what's behind Larry Auster's First 
Law of minority relations: the worse a group behaves, the more the 
Left likes it. 

This is also why the Left today is the same Left that was into Soviet 
Communism back in the day. What they approve of today would 
scandalize any 1920s Leftist. Even 1950s Leftist. But it's all the same 
thing, following the same incentives: how to build a cohesive ruling 
class to monopolize state power. It used to be class struggle. Now 
it's gender-struggle and ethnic struggle. Ethnic struggle works in 
America because immigrants have no territorial power base, unlike 
in Russia or China. So the old game of giving status to low-status 
minorities works better than ever. It works even better, unlike 
Lenin's Russia, America has now access to every single minority on 
earth. Which is why the American left is busy importing as many 
Somalis as they can. The lowest performing minority on earth. Just 
perfect. 

If you think it can't get worse than transexuals or pedophiles, you're 
really not understanding how this works. Look at this NYT article: a 
black woman, ex-con, convicted of murdering her own 4 year old 
son. She served 20 years in prison, which she spent studying 
sociology or something. After leaving prison, she applied to study a 
PhD at Harvard, which rejected her. Progressives were up in arms. 
How could you! 
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Go to the link, and look at that woman. Look at that face. She never 
expressed any remorse over killing her children. She lied about it in 
the PhD application. She disposed of the body and never told the 
cops where her son's corpse is! This is utter and complete psycho. 
Nobody in their right mind would want anything to do with this 
woman. But that's precisely the point. In most human societies 
before 1900 she would have been killed, legally or extralegally. But 
precisely this kind of person, someone who should in all justice be 
the lowest status person on earth; that's exactly the people that the 
Left wants on its team. You can count on her extreme loyalty to any 
progressive idea that the party transmits to her. And so, yes, of 
course, she finally got her PhD, at New York University. And unlike 
97% of PhD students out there, you can bet on her getting a full 
tenured professorship very soon. 

Yes, it's all madness, but it works. It really works like a charm. The 
richest parts of America, California and New York, are now a one- 
party state. America has legislation which forces every private 
enterprise of size to have a proportion of women, of black people 
and sexual deviants; who of course know they don't belong there, 
and thus are extremely faithful political commissars. More faithful 
than the actual official political commissars that Communist China 
has also in their private companies. 

And Biological Leninism is extremely powerful overseas too. The 
same way that Soviet Communism all had natural fifth-columns 
across the world, with industrial workers forming parties and all 
doing Moscow's bidding across the West; American Biological 
Leninism is also an extremely strong means of agitation all over the 
world. 

The United States has been the only superpower on earth since 1991. 
But that's changing of late, with China's growth into almost 
economic parity with the US, and Russia growing a pair, plenty of 
countries are now not following USG's line. Southeast Asia is now 
pretty much China's backyard. So now the United States is running 
an agitation campaign all over the world trying to undermine 
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Chinese and Russian influence. As I'm most familiar with China, it's 
very obvious what the USG line is. Appealing to women and 
homosexuals to become their fifth column. And it's working. Every 
single article you see out there by a Chinese writing about how 
China should be more progressive (i.e. more American) is written by 
either a woman or a homosexual. 

I read this article a while ago, which is infuriating. It's about a 
particle accelerator that China is building. A Chinese-American 
writer interviews the head scientist there: and all she does is 
undermine his project, saying how Communist censorship means 
the whole project is tainted. The guy doesn't get it. Why are you 
doing this to me, aren't you a fellow Chinese? 

No, she's not. You know what she is? An ugly woman on her thirties. 
I know China well and ugly women on their thirties are very much 
not high-status in China today. Unlike in the West, where they're the 
voluntary thought police, and you can't even look at them. So of 
course any Chinese, or Russian, or Saudi, or Indonesian ugly woman 
in her thirties is, to the extent that she's given access to US 
propaganda, going to become a fifth column against her country's 
independence. And of course the same goes for ethnic minorities, 
the dumber the better. You want to get funding as a China expert in 
Western academia? You better be researching about Uyghurs or 
Tibetans. Those dumb and hostile minorities. So much more 
important than the oldest civilization on earth. 

The question of course is how Biological Leninism is going to evolve. 
Both Soviet and Chinese Leninism changed a lot during their tenure. 
Stalin purged the party very hard, and after some decades, when all 
the memories of the pre-Soviet era were gone, and their power was 
secure, the CPSU started promoting high-performing (by the 
requirements of a political party, not a rocket science department, 
that is) Russian males. Which didn't care much when the whole 
Soviet state collapsed. I guess they're doing quite ok right now. Same 
in China: today the CPC is by no means a peasants and workers 
party. It's a best-guy-of-the-class party. Loyalty is not ensured by 
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the threat of landowners coming back to enserf them and their 
children; it's ensured with a next-gen surveillance and propaganda 
apparatus. Note that both Russia and China kept class-struggle as 
the official ideology which everybody was (and is) forced to parrot 
incessantly to keep their jobs. 

But exactly that is what makes it vulnerable to progressive attacks. I 
just blogged about how women and minorities have even less power 
than before in China. Let alone sexual deviants. No gay politicians in 
China. That alone makes a huge constituency, hundreds of million 
strong, of people in China that would prefer a Progressive 
government. That's the people who America is now addressing, 
unlike the previous strategy of selling democracy and its free 
economy to the Chinese middle class. Those don't look so good right 
now that the Chinese middle class arguably has a better standard of 
living that America's. Certainly less stressful. 

Let's assume (hope) that America's Coalition of the Fringes doesn't 
succeed in destabilizing foreign countries. How is it going to evolve 
though? Again as I said, Russia and China both stopped their peasant 
kakistocracies after a few decades. But they already had a nominal 
single party dictatorship, and centuries of tradition of autocracy to 
feed upon. America is still 20 years away (if not 10) from a single 
party regime; and it has a tradition of adversarial democracy which 
makes it very hard to stop the ratchet. Even if it stopped, the 
ideology is already there. In the best-case scenario where a 
Democratic single-party regime gets its Stalin to purge the country 
of agitators and stabilize the regime, you still get 2020 rhetoric 
frozen as the state religion: women are sacred, can't even joke about 
them, Islam is peace, transexuals get to retroactively change their 
birth certificates. It's not okay to be white. White men get to run the 
country but they must parrot all this stuff 5 times a day, facing at the 
Great Zimbabwe. 

Or Brazilification collapses the economy and everything goes to hell. 
Yeah, that's more likely. 
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PART TWO 

Some things I said in Twitter yesterday. Man, 280 characters feel 
*way* better. 

https: //twitter.com/thespandrell/status/940732305265610752 

Bronze Age warfare used to be about great lords going around in 
their chariots, shooting arrows here and there, then getting on foot 
and engaging in Single Combat. Early Samurais also did that. They'd 
go around on their horses, shouting who they were, their house, 
their pedigree. 

But eventually somebody figured out that winning a war is really 
profitable. So they'd just raise a big army of common people, give 
them cheap weapons, a cheap shield, drill them into having rock- 
tight discipline. And they'd win. A disciplined team always wins 
against the most talented man. 

The theory of democracy was that rich people, with the leisure to 
educate themselves about public policy, and a financial interest in 
the government of the nation, would run for individual office, 
represent their constituency, be reelected if they did their job well, 
replaced if they didn't. But laws are passed by majority vote. Soon 
somebody realized that getting a majority vote was very profitable; 
so the money was in finding a way to reliably organize half the 
parliament. So we got political parties. 

A political party is a very different beast from an individual 
politician. A political party has no use for rich people. Well their 
money is welcome: but rich people tend to not be very loyal. They 
can afford to have a personality. As a political leader, politicians are 
your employees. You don't need staff who's very skilled or 
competent. They just need to be loyal, obedient, and have some 
ability to get elected. It helps if they can talk. Look good on TV. But 
that's about it. 


*3 



You want people who are loyal, who will vote what you want them to 
vote. As Roissy would tell you, a man, or a woman, is only as loyal as 
his options. So the ideal politician is the man who doesn't have 
anything else going on for him. Someone for whom being a politician 
is the best thing that ever happened to him. Somebody who 
positively known that if he ever leaves the party his status would 
drop. Marco Rubio, say. He'll play ball. He better. 

Any system ruled by political parties will always move to the left. 
Their business model is based on getting low status people to work 
for them. Obviously they must give them something in exchange. 
And they must motivate voters to vote for them. Their promise is 
simple: You, low status people, help us out, vote for us, obey our 
commands, and we will give you high status. Don't vote for us, 
disobey us, let the right win, and you will remain low status. 

Once the left wins, which it always does, because they are better 
organized, better able to form majorities in comparison to rich 
pricks who have no good reason to coordinate. High status people 
have been in the losing side in politics for 300 years. So what? 
They're still rich. Life is good. Yeah taxes are higher. And women are 
incomparably more annoying. But they put out better now, so 
there's that. Anyway, who cares. The Son also Rises. 

The left always wins. But once they win they become higher status. 
Come on, they got power. They try, very hard, to convince everyone 
that they're not really in power. No, the forces of reaction are lurking 
everywhere! We must keep on the struggle! 80% of the Left's energy 
is in producing propaganda about how the Right really runs 
everything. When the Left had 90% tax rates, they still talked as if 
they were in Charles Dickens world. After 60 years of feminism, 
affirmative action, and Jews in all resorts of power the Left of 2017 is 
obsessed with "systemic racism", "toxic masculinity" and "anti¬ 
semitism". Right. 

But of course the Left has been in power for 200 years now. Once 
they got power, they got enjoyed their hardly fought high status. 
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Naturally they lost discipline, until a party further Left appeared, and 
then won. And so on and so forth. Cthulhu always swims left. That's 
where power is. 

First they captured the electoral system. Arguably it's the easie. But 
power is not only in parliament. Separation of powers is, or at least 
was, real. A Parliament can pass a law. The Executive could delay or 
outright ignore its execution. A judge could find or make up some 
flaw in the law and block it. It is of no use to have a legislative 
majority, having the ability to pass laws at will, if you can't effectively 
put them into practice. Power is absolute power or it is no power at 
all. 

But where there's a will, there's a way. And there is always someone 
with a will to power. Eventually the Left found a way. Well, two ways. 
Stay tuned. 
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PART THREE 

Happy New Year everyone. I left a bit of a cliffhanger on my last 
post, which I intended to resolve in a few days, but I've been pretty 
busy, not really in the mood to write long form. 

I am sorry about that, but do note, this blog is a free service, so I 
hope you understand it doesn't quite take the priority of my time. 
Again, there's a Bitcoin address at the sidebar, so if you want me to 
write more, I'm sure we can arrange something. 

2017 has been a quite eventful year. I guess the overall mood was 
disappointment. Trump didn't get anything done. Doesn't seem like 
he'll ever get anything done. Europe slowed down the refugee 
invasion but not by much. And China has realized that AI makes state 
control so much easier. It's showing the way in censorship and 
crowd control. All China is doing will be done on the West in a few 
years, with the aggravating factor that Western states will use 
Orwellian tools to jack up Bioleninism. 

Speaking of which, I gotta continue my last post. So we left with the 
early evolution of Western liberal parliamentary system. In 
economics there's this great concept called the "invisible hand". In a 
free environment, if there is money to be made, someone will find a 
way to make it. Works the same in politics: in a free political 
environment, if there is power to be grabbed, someone will find a 
way to grab it. Economics and politics are really quite similar. 

There's this aspect of economic theory called "the theory of the 
firm". Why do corporations exist? Why can't be all be self-employed? 
That's kinda how it worked during medieval guild days. Why are we 
all slaves of huge corporations now? 

There's many ideas thrown around, but the standard theory is that 
firms are built because of "transaction costs". Basically in a free 
market, individual economic actors don't quite trust each other, for 
good reason. Too many people around, can't really know who's good 



and who isn't. A hierarchical firm fixes social relations and sets up a 
structure of trust and responsibility that makes economic action 
more predictable and safe. 

The standard liberal theory of politics had it so that all political 
actors were self-employed. But, surprise surprise, political firms, i.e. 
political parties, turned out to be way more effective at political 
action than isolated individuals. And the same way that corporations 
tend to look for a certain kind of man, not quite the same as the old 
individual craftsman; political parties too select for a certain kind of 
person. One who obeys, who can be trusted. That was the seed of 
Leninism; and oh boy did that seed grow. 

The thing about firms, or any organization really, is that there are no 
fixed limits in how large they can grow, and how many things they 
can make. A state is but a gang of dudes who then grows into an 
army, then conquers a territory. As a gang the dudes did little more 
than drink beer and the odd assault on trading caravans. But 
eventually the grew into a state which does pretty much everything. 
Plenty of examples of that in Chinese history. For something closer 
to home: the East India Company. Started trading spices. Then 
ended up ruling over 400 million people. Why? There was marginally 
more money to be made in every step of the process. 

So happened when political parties started to form in the 19th 
century. Parties formed in order to secure power in parliament. But 
once you have a machine to grab power, why stop there? There's a 
lot of power out there outside of parliament too, whatever the 
constitution says. There's the executive and the judiciary too, for 
starters. There's the press, the power to shape opinion. There's 
education, the power to shape the minds of children and their social 
relations as they grow. There are lots and lots of social groups 
around, and they all have power dynamics in them. Why don't eat 
them up too? If there is power to be grabbed, someone will grab it. 
And the liberal revolutions were all about putting power out there in 
the open, up to grabs. 
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Well, surprise surprise, people started moving to grab it. And as in 
the magical invisible hand, which builds up an efficient economy if 
you only let it do its job; the invisible hand of politics also did its job. 
Economic firms are built around the pursuit of profit, and they grew 
through the joint-stock corporation. Political parties are built 
around the recruitment of low-status, or compromised (i.e. 
potentially low-status) people, and the promise of delivering high- 
status to followers and voters after power is grabbed. 

We all know how efficient and sophisticated profit-pursuing 
mechanisms have evolved. Liberal politics were also this primordial 
soup where power-grabbing mechanisms were to evolve. And it 
didn't take too long for a strong, stable and hugely contagious 
mechanism to evolve. Socialism. It was always around, but Marx 
published the Communist Manifesto in 1848, just the year that the 
liberal revolutions were killing off all the monarchies across Europe. 

Socialism refined liberal politics, the same way that double-entry 
bookkeeping refined business accounting. The base of electoral 
politics was to promise high status to low status people. Marx, 
starting this tradition where semi-assimilated Jews don't get the 
latent hypocrisy of the host society, didn't quite get the joke of 
liberal egalitarianism, and just took it to its logical conclusion. You're 
not supposed to do that, kids. You're supposed to get the joke. But 
he didn't. Liberty and Equality? Ok, let's abolish private property 
then. Hey wait a little there. Are you serious? Abolish private 
property? 

He couldn't have been serious. I mean, come on. Private property. 
It's not only the basis of civilization. Even pre-farming tribes have 
private property. Even monkeys like to own stuff. How insane have 
you to be to say that private property has to be abolished? Who the 
hell is going to join that movement? Well, a lot of people. You see, 
capitalism was a big deal. It changed how the whole society worked. 
In more concrete terms, it changed what kind of person was high 
status and who wasn't. Under capitalism, the merchants ruled. And 
that made a lot of people unhappy. 

18 



https://twitter.com/jordanbpeterson/status/950253535417036800 

Hey, some people just aren't capable of being successful at 
capitalism. It ain't that easy. And, you know, people are different. It's 
not their fault if suddenly some shtetl Jew who can't even speak 
properly is pretty good at making money and so is suddenly now 
lOOOx more high status than he is; when just 100 years ago he would 
have been some decent member of feudal society and the shtetl Jew 
would have been widely scorned and hated. Not being good at 
something sucks. So yeah, people were resentful. And socialism 
catered exactly to that resentment. 

Of course socialism didn't have to outright call for the abolition of 
private property. Feudal society had private property. They could 
have just called for progressive taxes, widespread welfare, usury 
laws, that stuff. But why be reasonable when it doesn't really matter? 
A political party doesn't have to deliver on its promises. Least of all a 
leftist one! A Leftist party is by definition fighting against the 
establishment; if they can't deliver on their promises they can always 
blame the powers that be. And people will believe them, because, 
well the powers that be have power. Or used to. And inertia is a real 
thing. People's memories can be inaccurate, especially if they have a 
good incentive to not update. 

A political party can get away with lying; a political movement, i.e. a 
vague and embryonic version of a political party, can get away with 
murder. They don't need to deliver on anything. They don't have to 
be reasonable. They don't even have to make sense. They just need 
to be able to recruit committed people. And guess what, being 
unreasonable gets you more loyal followers than being reasonable. 
Why? Again, because reasonable, well-adjusted, normal people just 
have a wider range of options available for them. They don't need to 
commit to some crazy plan. They can just get a job and live a normal 
life. For an unreasonable, maladjusted, weird person, your options in 
life are much more limited. Joining a crazy political party which 
proposes the abolition of the very thing that makes society possible 
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is, very likely, the best shot they'll ever get at achieving high status in 
their lives. So yeah, why not. Communism! 

Again, there's many versions of unreasonable and maladjusted. Some 
people are genuinely just not very good at dealing with capitalist 
society. Born like that, to no fault of their own. Writers, journalists, 
middling lawyers. Rivers of ink have been spilled writing about how 
intellectuals are always overwhelmingly leftist. Which is odd given 
that communism didn't turn out to be very nice to intellectuals. But 
capitalism gives high status to precisely the opposite kind of person, 
the merchant, and intellectuals hate that. They are natural socialists. 
Very eager socialists. 

An easy heuristic would to see the natural constituency of any 
political movement as the people who, in the grand zero-sum game 
of human social status, would rise in status if that political 
movement were to gain power. But it’s not quite like that, if anything 
because you just can’t know what’s going to happen. Early socialists 
had no idea what was going to happen if socialism take power. They 
said they knew, but nobody knows the future. Uncertainty is the 
constant in human life. Any claims to the contrary are bullshit, or in 
scientific speech, signaling. 

What is real is the present. And so the natural constituency of any 
dissenting political movement are the people who actually, very 
actually, in this very present, are losing out in the grand zero-sum 
game of human social status. These people are pissed and resentful, 
and they will do what they can to mess with society as it presently 
works. For good reason. Life is quite short, and you only get one. 
Nobody wants to lose out in status. The consequences of that are 
pretty bad. Losing out in the pecking order means, in general 
zoological terms, access to worst-quality mates, or no mates at all. 
So you bet all those intellectuals were pissed, and wanting to jump in 
to whatever movement promised them they would crush capitalism 
and those evil fat cats. Even if it took away everything that’s good in 
life in the process. Who cares, that only made the process more 
engaging. 
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Again, the perception of losing out is subjective. Some people just 
are unreasonable and maladjusted and are not content unless they 
have absolute power and a harem with two thousand women. 
Political movements tend to house a disproportionate amount of 
those, alongside people who are really losing out to no fault of their 
own. A lot of people are losing out due to bad choices they did 
earlier in life, say, studied puppetry instead of something useful. So 
they are losing out, and it’s their own fault, but they can’t do 
anything about it either, and so they join up the ranks of the 
opposition. 

The point here is not who forms the ranks of the opposition. The 
point here is that in a democracy the opposition has an actual shot 
at grabbing power. They have the freedom to do so. They are 
encouraged to do so. And so any smart political agent is going to 
find a way to organize these people. The same way any smart 
commercial agent is going to find a way to make money. There is 
always someone. An evolutionary process will produce it. 

And the resentful will win, because upward mobility is a very strong 
motivator. Hope really does trump fear. People with a shot at gaining 
status are always going to outcompete people who are just trying to 
keep what they have. They are plenty of pathways, but the writing is 
in the wall. In a “free society”, the politics will always move to the 
left. Always. 

Of course the degree to which they move to the left depends on the 
degree of freedom on the political process. The first part to move 
left is the legislature, which is the part which is most open. Again as 
I was saying there are other parts to a power structure. The 
bureaucrats, the lawyers. The press, which provides conversation 
topics to all of them. The education system, which raises them and 
their children. It’s fairly obvious that if any political agent is to take 
absolute power, he has to grab not only the parliament; he has to 
grab all these too. And those are trickier than just MPs. Again we saw 
the process by which politicians move to the left: a political party 
needs loyal people who follow orders; the lowest status people are 
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more likely to be loyal, given their lack of options. But bureaucrats 
or judges are harder to control. For one they tend to be smarter. 
They have to be smarter, they need to do an actual job. States tend 
to try to hire smart people to work as bureaucrats or judges. China 
hired them (China had governors double as judges, didn’t and doesn’t 
believe in separating the executive from the judiciary), through a 
famously hard exam system. In most places bureaucrats are still 
hired through exams. Let alone judges and lawyers. They have to 
pass the bar. 

So how do you control these people? You can’t do it overtly, like you 
do with politicians. You can’t organize them through a formal 
political party. That’s against the rules. This is a very important 
point. How do you make sure the unelected parts of the power 
structure are in harmony with the elected parts? Here’s where the 
Leftist Power Machine divided into two paths. I call it the branching 
of leftism between Formal Leninism and Distributed Leninism, 
which then for historical reasons became classical Leninism and 
Biological Leninism. Historically this maps very well into what 
Moldbug called the Anglo-Soviet split. 

Leftism in Russia had been advancing, slowly but steadily, for a very 
long time. Russia was formally an absolutist autocracy ruled by the 
Tsar. But during the 19th century the country opened up quite a bit, 
and as capitalism advanced, leftism grew in the same proportion 
among the people who weren’t doing so well under capitalism. The 
Dostoyesvki types. Of which Russia had no lack of. I’d say Russia had 
a disproportionate amount of leftists because instead of capitalism 
growing organically as in say, the Netherlands, it came out of the 
blue into a very traditional and pious society. So of course all those 
people who had been conditioned over centuries to be loyal subjects 
and good Christians weren’t enjoying all that freedom to build 
factories and make money. And so they hated the whole thing. 
Russia produced lots of leftists of the craziest sort before it even had 
electoral politics. 
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So then comes Lenin and stages a coup and actually grabs power as 
a formal communist. And what did Lenin do? He wanted absolute 
power. Like everyone else, but he actually had the guts and the will 
to pull it off. Lenin’s way of achieving power was to do what I just 
said you couldn’t do. Integrate all the ruling class into his political 
party. The judges, the bureaucrats, the teachers, the press. 
Everything into the party. The Communist Party. Political parties, 
remember, appeared as a way of ensuring discipline and 
organization in electoral politics. Lenin just extended the idea to 
every single organ of power in Russia. And it worked. It worked like a 
charm. It wasn’t easy, by no means. It took a long and bloody war. 
Then long and bloody purges. Then some more. Then the complete 
terrorizing of society. Then some more purges. But after 20 years or 
so Stalin had it more or less set up. He had achieved absolute power. 
He controlled the party. And the party controlled everything. 

That’s Classical Leninism. There’s plenty of literature about it, if you 
want to know more. And there’s China right now, where the same 
principle still applies. Moreso these days after Xi Jinping tightened 
screws back on some areas of power which the Chinese Communist 
Party had let loose some decades ago. The point about Leninism is 
that after absolute power is achieved, the leftist ratchet stops. The 
country stops moving left. No new ideas. No new catering to low- 
status people and using them to topple the government. No, none of 
that. The ever advancing leftist movement was just a means to an 
end. The end was power. Once power is achieved, leftism dissolves. 
It doesn’t disappear; it leaves some residue, in that states always try 
to have ideological consistency with what they said during their 
founding. Chinese dynasties framed that as filial piety of emperors 
following the ideas of grandpa the founder; but it’s mostly just 
inertia. 

This is not how things turned out in Western Europe and North 
America. No leftist party as such ever achieved absolute power in 
the West. It just didn’t happen. And not for lack of trying. But it 
didn’t pan out. As for why, well there’s my theory back then. 
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Countries which developed capitalism slowly tended to produce less 
resentful losers than agrarian empires who were thrown suddenly 
into modernity. That’s not quite my original theory, I’ve read it 
somewhere else, maybe someone can remind me who first said it. At 
any rate the success of Leninism in Russia and China has plenty of 
chance in it. Lenin could very easily not have taken power, he could 
have lost the civil war, he could have not had that precious Wall 
Street Jewish money to keep him afloat. No Soviet Russia, no 
Communist China either. But anyway, it did happen, and socialism 
was very strong in those places with or without actual takeover. 

So what happened in the West, anyway? There’s one guy who 
thought about it very deeply. For a long, long time. Mostly because 
he was in jail so he had plenty of time to study the problem. I’m 
talking about Antonio Gramsci. He was a communist agitator in Italy 
who got caught by Mussolini, and was sentenced to rot in prison. 
During that time he thought a very reasonable problem. Why am I 
here? Why did I lose? Fucking Lenin did a coup d’etat and he won, 
now he has power. Now look at me, rotting in prison. What went 
wrong? 

His idea, which was hugely influential, and for good reason, was that 
the power structure wanted to keep being the power structure and 
you couldn’t just throw it away and replace it with your boys. You 
can try your chance in electoral politics, but there’s only so many 
resentful fucks who are willing to vote for the abolition of the very 
foundation of social life (property), at least in moderately prosperous 
Western countries. In these kind of places, if you want to take 
absolute power, you have to colonize the power structure very 
slowly. You have to influence their minds. You have to change the 
culture. This sounds very esoteric and spiritual but it’s not. Basically 
Gramsci argues that you gotta grab the press and the education 
system, and slowly but steadily do in every institution with some 
power what you do in a political party. Political parties work by 
hiring loyal people by preying on their low-status. Well, find a way 
into HR of every school, every newspaper, every government 
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department, every judicial board. And to the very same thing. Run a 
distributed covert Leninist party. Until you run everything. 

Sounds easy, huh? No, it sounds complicated like hell. And it was. 
But not so much; after all there’s fairly obvious economies of scale to 
influence peddling. A guy knows a guy who knows a guy. The great 
discovery of the 20th century wasn’t atomic power. It was the power 
of cliques. A few people in positions of power sticking with each 
other is the most powerful force in the universe. They can make lies 
become truth. They can make toilets be sold as art, they can make 
women be combat soldiers. They can do anything. It was quite easy 
for socialists to get their hand in the media; after all journalists are 
all natural socialists. Smart-ish guys good at writing with no talent 
for making money. And the same goes for teachers. Teaching doesn’t 
pay very well. And it’s exhausting. Why would anyone want to be a 
teacher? Well, for the greater glory of socialism, that is. 

So once socialists colonized the education system, the Gramscian 
distributed Leninist party got most of the job done. After all the 
schools are exactly where all the different power centers intersect. 
Montesquieu must have thought himself very smart saying that 
Legislators, Bureaucrats and Judges should be independent and in 
constant conflict. Well yeah, but where do they send their kids to 
school? To the very same places. And pray tell, cher Marquis, how do 
you plan on having those judges and bureaucrats and legislators and 
teachers and journalists and bankers and industrialists, who have all 
grown up together, shared a secluded life as a unified ruling class; 
how the hell are you gonna make them check and balance each 
other? That can’t work. And it isn’t working. They marry each other 
and send their kids to the same schools. Yeah, they’ll do some show 
and play politics theater, or Kabuki as the American like to say for 
some reason (as if only Kabuki was fake and other theaters were 
real), but in the end they are an endogamic ruling class and they 
know it. 

Gramsci’s program was also called the Long March into the 
Institutions. A slow but steady Cultural Revolution. It was complete 
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in most Western countries by the 1960s. And then we know what 
happened. I guess Gramsci’s original plan was to then grab power in 
a classical Leninist way, a dictatorship of the proletariat of a sort. But 
that ship had sailed in Western Europe. The workers were rich. They 
could afford cars and houses and vacations to Florida or Spain. You 
couldn’t motivate them with calls for hanging the capitalists and 
redistributing their property among the masses. 

So the party was up and running. By the 1960s socialists cliques, 
more or less loosely associated with formal socialist parties, were 
running most schools and most newspapers and most government 
agencies and most courthouses and most parliaments. But you had 
to keep them together, keep them loyal and obedient. The early, the 
classical way was to get the losers of capitalism, i.e. workers and 
bureaucrat-inclined people, and promise them high status come the 
revolution. That had worked pretty well from 1848 to 1948. Hell they 
conquered half the world and were really close to capturing power 
in much of the West too. But by 1960 in the West they needed a new 
ideology to get people motivated and loyal. 

So again, what they did was stick to the structure: promise high 
status to low status people. But change the content, adapt to the 
times. Western 1960 society was very much not 1860 society. It was 
much richer, much more equal, and much more pleasant. People 
worked 8 hours a day, they had cars and TVs, girls put out pretty 
easily and there was always a party to go. Absolutely no point in 
running a communist revolution. Well there was the 1968 
“revolution”, with the anti-Vietnam stuff and all that. But that was 
just a big ass outdoor party, not a real revolution. It just sounded 
cool to call it that. The teens from 1968 are now all in positions of 
power and they haven’t abolished private property. 

But again, the leftist ratchet isn’t a particular set of people. It’s a 
memeplex with a life of its own. A virus evolved to concentrate 
power, adopting ideas that help in the project, and discarding those 
that not. Economic socialism, organizing the poor wasn’t working 
out in the West anymore. But the principle is sound; they just 
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needed to find whoever was low status then. And there is always 
someone, status is zero sum. There’s always someone on top, 
someone on the bottom. Even in egalitarian societies. Socialism had 
really pressured Western society into becoming a quite egalitarian 
and pleasant society by 1960. But even in the best of worlds, there’s 
always low status people. Even if you re-engineer society so that 
there’s complete equality of opportunity, even if you run a revolution 
and you dissolve every existing hierarchy and start anew. There will 
always be low status people. 

Because there’s always biology. Some people are tall, some people 
are short. Some look good, some are pretty ugly. Some are thin and 
some are fat. Some are pleasant some are annoying. Some are cool 
and some are awkward. Some are smart and some are dumb. Some 
make good choices some make bad choices. Some are law-abiding 
and some are criminally inclined. The latter of each pair is going to 
be low status anywhere on earth. Even in Soviet Communism under 
commander Trotsky. Some people just suck. That’s the way genes 
work. 

And so thankfully for Leftism, even after achieving affluence, even 
after the working class disappeared as a thing, there was still plenty 
of material to work with to advance the cause of complete control. 
And so Leftist groups started agitating status for people of African 
descent. For Jews. For single women. For drug junkies. For sluts. For 
fat people. For homos. For lesbians. For aggressive Muslims. For the 
disabled. For the retarded. For the mentally insane. For the trannies. 
All people who are were low status in Western society. And who 
would be low status in any society. Because they suck. They just 
aren’t very productive. For no fault of their own. Some people are 
born tall, some short. Some smart, some dumb. Some empathic, 
some psychopathic. Some content with their lot, some greedy with 
powerlust. That’s how it is. 

And so the Long March through the Institutions that Gramsci first 
envisioned as a way of having the Italian Communist Party do what 
Lenin had done, ended up producing a different kind of Leninist 
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system, one distributed and informal, instead of Lenin’s unified and 
formal, and one which morphed into promotion of the dregs of 
society qua dregs of society, instead of promotion of Marx’s idea of 
the wrongly oppressed proletariat. Marx was not a good man, but at 
least he tried to dress his ideas in a way that made sense. Das Kapital 
took some real work to write. But that was just some contingent 
accident of his time. Leftism doesn’t need to make sense. It just 
needs to get the job done. 

Or at least marginally. Because the very fact that we have Biological 
Leninism as the organizing principle of all centers of power in the 
West, and that it keeps getting worse all the time, is because it’s not 
quite getting the job done. The job is concentration of power. It’s 
achieving absolute control. What Lenin did. What once Lenin did 
that, or more precisely Stalin did that, the ideological content of the 
Left stabilized. Cthulhu stopped swimming left. But here in the 
Atlantic Cthulhu has been swimming for centuries, getting crazier 
every day. Because there’s no one to stop him. We have a Cathedral, 
yes, an informal distributed Leninist party, ensuring very efficiently 
that only their people get in positions of power and influence. But 
there is no Stalin. No Xi Jinping. Not even a lousy Putin even. 

As for why, is a good question. The unwritten constitution of English 
politics is just very robust. English liberty. Only Oliver Cromwell ever 
tamed that beast, and not for very long, and that was quite a while 
ago. The West is the US vassal empire, and the US just doesn’t do 
absolutism very well. But it’ll get there, it’s getting close; the returns 
are just too great. If there’s a way to grab power somebody will grab 
it. All he, or more likely she at this rate, has to do is say: give me 
power, or else, all of you, all those evil fat women with a make-work 
office job, all those foreigners living off the public purse, all those 
just plain unpleasant people with unhealthy lifestyles; all of you, give 
me power, or if you don’t, we’ll go back to 1959, it’ll be ok to be white, 
and all of you will have to make your bed, clean up your room, and 
do actual work. You’ll be on your own. 

How long will it take? Can’t be that much longer. 
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INTERVIEW 

Bioleninism has widely been acknowledged as perhaps the most 
important contribution to reactionary discourse in recent years. It 
represents a coming together of several strands of your political 
analysis / theory. How did you first arrive at the concept of 
Bioleninism, and what specific influences / texts helped shape the 
theory? 

Well, it’s been a year now, and my episodic memory is pretty bad, so 
I can’t really trace my thought process that clearly. I remember I had 
been discussing with some fellow reactionaries about the “Crazy 
Glue” concept, the question of what on earth it is that sticks the 
many different parts of the modern left together. The coinage comes 
from Steve Sailer, and his idea was that the different factions of the 
left, the “Coalition of the fringes” he calls them, are united by 
hatred/envy of white people, especially white men. I tended to agree 
with that formulation, but it’s very rare that I disagree with Steve 
Sailer at all. 

This fellow reactionary, though, pointed out that hatred only takes 
you so far, you can’t really run a political coalition on just hatred. You 
must deliver some goods, even if abstract. The way he put it is that 
the coalition of the fringes is united by their very reasonable 
assumption that whatever social status they enjoy today in Western 
society is due to political power of Progressivism; and that if 
Progressivism were to fall, they’d all be back picking cotton, or 
barefoot in the kitchen, or freezing in the shtetl. It is this rational 
fear that keeps strange people like gays and Muslims together on the 
same side of the political divide. 

It made a lot of sense, and it got me thinking. Not all leftists hate 
white people per se; even if they do today, I remember a time when 
they didn’t. They could feel some envy and resentment, but hatred? 
After all, what is hatred? Hatred like any emotion is motivated by 
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something. Hate is useful when directed towards targets which you 
can fight and plausibly win. There’s no point in hating someone who 
can crush you and make your life miserable. So, hatred towards 
white people today seems to have been orchestrated from above, it’s 
the result of a political campaign. That got me thinking about what 
kind of power or mechanism got this coalition together; the history 
behind the Left. That has long been one of my core interests. 

I also remembered 10 years ago when I used to read Lawrence 
Auster’s (RIP) blog. He used to have a commenter, a Canadian 
anarchist Jew, who would write to Auster and tell him how he got 
Muslim associations to sign up for gay marriage and other leftist 
causes, which had to be completely abhorrent to any Muslim. But he 
did, in a very business-like way. 

At the time I was listening to the Revolutions Podcast, which is 
somewhat pozzed, of course, but explains in a very realistic way the 
complete and utter mess that liberal politics was in the early 19th 
century in Europe; how every little splinter group was out there 
fighting for himself, with no organization or loyalty whatsoever. I 
also had in mind some stuff I’d been reading on old Chinese imperial 
politics, how the court used eunuchs and minorities to keep the very 
fragile imperial governance working. The collapse of imperial 
politics in 1911 led to another complete mess as the Chinese gentry 
failed to build a cohesive movement, and China remained divided 
until the half-assed Leninism of the Kuomintang, and later the 
proper Leninism of the Communist Party, built a cohesive state by 
privileging the unprivileged. 

So, comparing in my head the experience of building a workable 
polity in China from scratch, with how the left evolved in the West 
since 1950, two words just came to me. Biological Leninism. I put 
that as a title and started writing my post. I write like Houellebecq 
writes: no plot, no plan, just start writing semi-unconsciously and 
see what comes out of it. Sometimes it works great; other times I 
just start to ramble and have to rewrite again and again. It took me 
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months to finish that one, and I was not too satisfied with how it 
came out. But it was very well received, which was great. 

Central to Bioleninism, is the insight that humans are hardwired 
to seek status more than they seek happiness / comfort. 
Therefore, as a powerholder, your best strategy to ensure ongoing 
loyalty is to promise individuals / groups an uplift in status, tied 
to the success of the Party, which exceeds what they would have 
‘naturally’ achieved within a merit based social order. Can you 
expand on the role of status as a currency within the Bioleninist 
system? 

Status is well understood, we all know how it works, as it’s the basic 
input of social life. But it’s not a very well defined term, there’s still 
work to do there. Status basically means whatever motivates people 
in any society once they have ensured the basics of survival. You 
could define it as “that which makes people want to become your 
associate and give you preferential treatment”. The particulars 
depend on the culture you live in. If you live in a commercial society, 
status is mostly about money. If you live in a hunting band, it’s 
mostly about hunting ability. If you live in a magical cult, it’s mostly 
about ability to summon the spirits. If you live in a communist 
society, it’s mostly about political favor. And so on. 

If you’re King, who do you want as minister? The Duke of Orleans, 
who has more money than you do and a plausible claim to the 
throne if (God forbid) something was to happen to you? Hell no, you 
want a guy who is going to follow your orders, someone reliably 
loyal. And who is going to follow your orders? Somebody who has no 
better options than following your orders. It’s quite simple. 

If you’re in a free capitalist society, with freedom to acquire and 
dispose of wealth, status is going to be linked with the ability to earn 
wealth in the market. That is not a good situation to be in if you’re 
the King; you basically have no power over people’s behavior if the 
status assigning mechanism goes through the economy and not the 
state. Over time, the states of the world figured this out, and either 
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went Leninist, thus abolishing the market altogether and controlling 
access to status from above; or they went hybrid, like in the West. 
The West allows a private economy, through which a lot of status is 
assigned; but the economy is heavily regulated, so the state gets a 
say in who gets what amount of money. And of course, there’s also a 
wide propaganda system which includes the press, mass media and 
education. What we call the Cathedral (or the Polygon or whatever), 
in short. We can also just call it The Left. 

The Left isn’t formally the state, it’s its own network which overlaps 
heavily with the permanent arms of the state proper (i.e. the 
bureaucracy) but is also larger than the state. It also spills over to 
other entities which aren’t formally part of the state, but which are 
under its influence. Say education. Some of it is part of the state, i.e. 
public, but a big chunk is private. It doesn’t matter, the social 
networks of public education workers are connected to private 
education workers, and so they all have the same opinions, marry 
each other, promote each other, etc. The same applies to the media, 
and increasingly to sheer capitalism companies, as we are seeing 
with Woke Capital. Managers of big companies have been integrated 
in the same social networks as the bureaucracy and so they are 
basically the same social class. Again, they marry each other, have 
the same opinions, etc. 

A lot of critics have said that Bioleninism is not real, the most 
wealthy and highest status people are still white men, black people 
are still poorer on average, etc. And of course, to the extent that in 
the West we still allow market forces, we still have a merit-based 
allocation of status. But everywhere else, wherever the Cathedral 
has any decision power: in public propaganda, in entertainment, in 
government hiring, in education: all of those are completely 
committed in giving status to everyone but white straight healthy 
men, in direct proportion to how different they are from white 
straight men. They give status in the form of hyping up in 
propaganda and cultural broadcasts they control (black surgeons on 
TV, female pilots, women with hijab in fashion ads, black history 
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month, gay pride, whatever), and in preferential hiring for highly- 
paid sinecures and positions of influence. Again, that used to be 
mostly getting hired for some make-work job in the bureaucracy, or 
some professorship of Grievance Studies, but now they’re 
increasingly moving into the corporate world, HR being a well- 
known reservoir for politically connected people. 

Does Bioleninism function primarily by raising the status of low- 
status groups as a whole, or only the members of these groups who 
‘officially’ join / pledge loyalty to the Party? Do you perceive a 
two-tier effect, whereby it raises the status of those who join the 
Party, but those that possess the inherent qualities of the group 
also get raised up / receive the benefits of protected 
characteristics, as part of a halo effect? 

It does both, indeed. Black history month isn’t about any individual 
black person; gay pride isn’t about any prominent gay Party member. 
But the Left doesn’t have infinite resources. It can’t give a job to 
every black person in America, let alone on Earth. It can barely scrap 
enough to give each woman an Obamaphone to get her to vote on 
election day. But that’s the good part of the trick: you don’t need to 
actually pay cash to every single voter, in a Bueno de Mesquita sort 
of system. You can pay them with propaganda, telling them white 
people owe them because of slavery or colonialism or implicit bias, 
praising them 24/7, teaching in college about some Timbuktu pile of 
mud being the world’s first University, or women having invented 
whatever. You as a person of a low-performance group may not have 
a fancy job and make 6 figures, but the people with the megaphones 
are shitting on your enemies on TV, and that sort of effort merits 
loyalty. You’re certainly gonna vote for that guy and not for the guy 
who says you should be picking cotton or eating sand in Arabia. It’s a 
modern twist on the idea that the meek will inherit the kingdom of 
God. And who knows, maybe some day you do get that fancy job, or 
if you’re eloquent you can leverage your oppressed status© into 
YouTube fame or something. Maybe a seat in Congress! 
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You have described Bioleninism as a top down phenomenon, just 
like Leninism. Can you expand on the mechanics / incentive 
dynamics of the High and Low against the Middle, and why the 
Cathedral selects for loyalty over competence / ingenuity? 

In any hierarchy, your enemy is the guy immediately below you. 
Because he wants your place, and he’s close enough to come get it. A 
good example of this is dynastic politics. Who’s the king most afraid 
of? His brothers, as they could take his place. The Ottomans 
famously had a period during which they enforced fratricide before 
any succession. The very existence of brothers was too big a risk. 
Chinese dynasties alternated between sending brothers far away to 
the provinces and keeping them under a form of house arrest in the 
capital. 

To the extent that keeping your own position (your social status) 
depends on the loyalty of your underlings, everyone, everywhere, 
selects for loyalty over competence. No manager is going to hire a 
guy who’s going to take his place and make him lose salary or status 
in the company hierarchy. No company owner is going to hire a guy 
who is likely to end up starting a competing company and put him 
out of business. No way. He can be a genius who’ll make all the 
money in the world; but as a manager a subordinate’s loyalty is the 
foremost concern. Only once loyalty is secure you can start to select 
for competence. So again, the ideal subject is not a genius. It’s a 
genius who has nowhere else to go. There’s a curve between loyalty 
and competence but it bends to the side of loyalty. It’s better to have 
a mediocre 50% guy (provided he gets the job done) who’s gonna 
stick with you, than a smart 70% guy who’s gonna run to your 
competition. I’m sure many readers have seen versions of this 
phenomenon happening in their workplaces. 

Same reason why every housewife wants a 40-year-old Honduran 
nanny instead of a 20-year-old Ukrainian, too. Given how human 
sociability works it’s a miracle that competence gets rewarded at all. 
Once I understood this I stopped wondering why it took so long for 
humanity to develop science and industry. 
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How does the problem of Imperium In Imperio animate 
Bioleninism? To elaborate further, Moldbug discusses at length the 
problem of divided sovereignty - divided Power does not want to 
stay divided, it has a centrifugal attraction, pulling it back 
together, like the shattered pieces in Terminator 2. I wondered 
what your thoughts were on the problem of divided Power / 
Imperium In Imperio specifically in relation to the structure of 
Bioleninism: how the problem / fact of the divided, mendacious, 
un-formalized nature of Power in the West gave rise to something 
that looks like / is structured as Bioleninism? 

It animates Leninism per se. In a way, it’s the fundamental problem 
of politics. The way I described it in the original post was as the 
vengeance of Absolutism in an era of demotic politics. Power doesn’t 
want to be divided. Power wants to be absolute. That’s not only 
because there exist sociopaths among us; there’s a perfectly 
innocent yet powerful motivation for power to want to be absolute. 
See, in my view the fundamental law of the universe is status- 
conservation. People don’t want to lose status. Hence the guy in 
power doesn’t want to lose power. Ever. And his children don’t want 
to lose status either. In order to achieve status conservation for 
himself and his family, he pretty much needs to have power forever. 
In order to do that you have to stop other people from taking you 
out; which is hard to do, as they also want power themselves, again, 
sometimes out of sheer greed, but sometimes because they need to 
hold a more defensible position in order to achieve status 
conservation for their families. So, given enough time, power always 
tends towards concentration. 

Given the restrictive mess that was feudalism, Absolutism was a way 
of doing away with all restrictions to monarchical power. When 
lesser nobles, merchants and country lawyers beat absolutism in 
Europe, they came up with liberal constitutions which made the 
division of powers into the basic principle of government. The result 
was completely unworkable, any decision by one power got blocked 
or stalled by the others. But given that all the powers of the state 
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were occupied by the same sort of people (i.e. country lawyers), 
things got done by informal networking. I’m quite sure that this 
informal bypassing of legal limitations on power was what motivated 
Marxists to focus so much on “class consciousness”. It’s a really 
powerful thing, and Marxism-Leninism learned the lesson and 
engineered their own ruling class by giving poor people a class 
consciousness of their own. The Soviet Union and China then 
formalized the whole thing with a Communist Party, which 
controlled every single state organism and also gave privileged 
access to power for people of working class and peasant pedigree. 
Every single part of the government was controlled overtly or 
covertly by a party cell, and you just couldn’t get to high places in 
the Communist Party if your family was high status in 1910. 
Communists had a double layer system to make sure that central 
commands always went through. Power wasn’t divided. 

Going back to the last question; Bioleninism is a top-down 
phenomenon insofar as it’s basically a personnel policy. Leninism in 
general is, fundamentally, a particular way of hiring people for your 
organization, and Bioleninism a variant of that. But Leninism didn’t 
come to exist in a top-down way; it was the result of a viral, memetic 
evolutionary process where power-hungry people tried to come up 
with effective ways of capturing more and more power. After a lot of 
trial and error, Leninism came up with class-struggle, and that not 
being a workable strategy in the wealthy West, slowly people started 
scraping the bottom of the barrel, hiring and promoting spinsters 
and gays and blacks and Muslims and whoever was unhappy with 
their status in the wealthiest and happiest society in human history. 

Now every organ of state power, private corporations, religious 
denominations and every branch of the military, has a bunch of 
blacks and lesbians and transsexuals as political commissars to 
ensure that any order from the movement gets implemented 
faithfully. How is that different from Communist Party cells? 

It’s less formalized than classical Leninism because it didn’t arise out 
of a complete break up of the old society, like in 1917 Russia. 
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Bioleninism just slowly creeped little by little and colonized existing 
institutions without destroying them outright. And yes, they’ve had 
plenty of elite help, and increasingly so, but the elite didn’t come up 
with the process itself as a sort of Elders of Zion conspiracy. These 
kinds of processes can’t be accurately described as either top-down 
or bottom-up. It’s a combination of both: people on the bottom are 
trying out ways to agitate, the organizations which are able to 
command loyalty survive, while others don’t, in a classical bottom- 
up evolutionary process. People on top are watching for good 
organizations to invest in, so to speak, and they will integrate those 
which have survived the bottom-up competition into their top- 
down machines. So, there’s a bilateral flow of interaction concerning 
what kind of political organization is going to work better. 

The Coalition of the Fringes, mobilized by the Elites, self- 
conceptualizes / propagandizes as a Coalition of the Oppressed. 
How does Bioleninism relate to SJW activism, victimhood culture 
(sensitivity to slight combined with appeal to authority) and slave 
morality, as historically conceived? 

There’s a great article by this blogger called Devin Helton where he 
talks about “offense-bullying”. In the old days, peasants were meek 
people whotrash talked each other constantly; they had thick skins. 
It was the aristocrats who were extremely thin skinned and 
challenged you to a death-match (a duel) if you went so far as to diss 
their choice of shoes, or whatever. They were full of righteous anger 
at any slight to their honor. Interestingly, there’s an old quip of 
Chinese imperial bureaucrats, you may kill a bureaucrat, but you 
cannot humiliate him. They meant it. 

Why were they like that? Because they could be. Being thin skinned 
is a signal of high-status, basically. An aristocrat must signal that he’s 
high-status, and thus untouchable, by making a fuss over anything, 
lest the peasants forget whom they’re talking to, the anger signaling 
confidence that you could make good on your threats by having 
access to higher authorities, or just more armed men. We all know 
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that person who goes around saying “Do you know who I am?” in a 
menacing tone. 

It’s no wonder that it’s now Bioleninist troopers who go around 
wailing in righteous anger at cross-dressers being refused to go to 
the female toilet, or packs of young, or tall, fit black men 
complaining that white women look at them in fear when they’re 
alone with them in an elevator. What they’re doing is signaling 
access to power, e.g. the ability to get physically violent without 
police intervention. Why are Antifa so in-your-face evil, shouting 
menacing slogans with a grin on their faces, and moving around the 
streets like they own the place? Because they effectively do, to the 
extent that law enforcement has double standards and they basically 
go unpunished. 

They play this double game where they appeal for Christian charity 
(slave morality, if you will) from biologically high-functioning people, 
but at the same time use the support of state violence to engage in 
open extortion and random violence. Christian charity of course was 
its own power-play against the Classical-era pagans, who weren’t 
into charity at all; Greco-Romans worshipped strength and heroism. 
Being nice to children or slaves or lepers was, besides a reasonable 
way of seeking recruits, also a way of shitting on everything that the 
Romans thought holy. Now the (modern equivalent of) slaves and the 
lepers are asking for more than charity, they want power itself, and 
who’s going to come out and argue against that? 

“Point deer, make horse” is the near epiphanic, central pivot in the 
first Bioleninism essay. How does your reading of Eastern thought, 
politics and history influence your understanding of Western 
thought, politics and history, and vice versa? 

I would say my experience with Eastern peoples helped me in two 
ways. First, it gave me the detachment to look at my own history and 
culture in a more objective way. A great way of getting to really 
understand a concept is to try to explain it to a random Chinese 
person. You need to translate it into their language and explain the 


38 



context in a way that makes sense to someone who shares 
absolutely no part of your cultural background. It’s hard, but it’s also 
very liberating. It forces you to come up with a narrative which is 
both simple enough to keep someone’s attention, and makes actual 
logical sense, but it has to be almost pure logic. The only words you 
can use are those that are very down to earth, common-sensical, 
limited to universal human nature. Short words any random guy who 
hasn’t read the same books you have can understand. A random 
Oriental doesn't know anything about Abrahamic religion or 
liberalism, so throwing words like “reason” and “liberty” around 
makes little sense to him. At most, if he’s college educated he’s learnt 
a few sentences to pass the college entrance exam, but he’s long 
forgotten it. 

The other way, and one trait of Asians I really like, is just how cynical 
and goal-oriented they are. To a large extent, discussing politics is 
just not done at all in Asia, unless you happen to work in politics or 
the media. That was boring, but also refreshing, coming from a 
European environment where everybody feels they must have a 
strong opinion on everything, from the price of bread to the Israeli- 
Palestinian conflict. Any abstract discussion of politics or philosophy 
in Asia is usually derided as a sophomoric attempt at showing off. 
Try to talk about anything not involving immediate money or gossip 
and you’ll soon get interrupted. “So what?”, “Your point?”, “What’s it 
to you?”. A common Japanese quip when you use some uncommon 
word is, fufeu tz (ft? L «t “you just want to say that word”, implying 
your vanity makes you feel good at using weird words that make you 
feel superior or high-status, but they’ve got you all figured out. 

And they’re right. It got me thinking. What’s the point of all those 
conversations which don’t concern personal, immediate interests? It 
didn’t take long from that realization to finding signalling theory, and 
suddenly it all made sense. 

Note that most of what we call Asian “philosophy” is also very down- 
to-earth, preoccupied with how to run a government, or how to live 
a good and content life. That’s just how the people are, and I still 
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believe that they are genetically incapable of caring about 
metaphysics and the pointless abstraction it so often encourages. I 
like that trait in them, but I also think it’s deleterious to their 
building strong, cohesive polities. It’s not that they don’t ever peddle 
in bullshit or that they can’t be brainwashed; the suicidal Imperial 
Japanese Army and Maoism obviously happened, but Asians are 
always only so far from caring about their own personal interest that 
they need really tight, often cruel, discipline to keep them going. 
The old guilt/shame dichotomy doesn’t quite encompass it, but it’s 
not wrong. 

How is Bioleninism to be distinguished from Tokenism - how do 
Bioleninists reify / exercise their claim on Power in a way which 
is qualitatively / structurally distinct from political mascotism? 

I get this objection a lot. “Blacks or transsexuals or whatever don’t 
actually have high status. They’re just given powerless sinecures and 
it’s still white men calling the shots.” Well I wouldn’t mind one of 
those powerless sinecures with six-figure salaries for myself and my 
buddies. And one wonders how the demographics of the ruling class 
look in places where Bioleninism has advanced the most, like the 
USA, if you accounted for Jewish people. How many non-Jewish, 
non-gay white men are in positions of power in the USA? Not a lot, 
and its decreasing fast. 

Mascotism does happen but it’s not a stable strategy. At some point, 
younger generations are going to ask for and get actual positions of 
influence; and we are seeing this right now. No lack of female CEOs, 
of black congresswomen. The USA just got its first Somali. To some 
extent Bioleninist commissars are all likely to become tokens or 
puppets of some sort; but that’s only because they are dumb and 
lazy by nature. At some point we’ll get a high-energy black Muslim 
woman and it’s gonna be bad. 
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What confluence of political factors / dynamics served to give 
Bioleninists the “whip-hand” in contemporary Western societies? 

Well, basically it was the defeat of Communism in the West. The 
“invisible hand of power-grabbing” (invisible hand of politics I called 
it in the third essay) came up with Socialism early on in the West, 
during the Industrial Revolution, using the (quite reasonable) 
resentment of the working class of the time. When that didn’t quite 
work out, after the working classes lost their resentment once mild- 
socialism became prevalent in the 1930s, and the boom times of 
WW2 made everyone rich, any aspiring agitator had to come up with 
some other resentful group. The first one was women; that had 
already arisen in the 19th century, and they got the vote mostly 
before WW2, but feminism was only developed thoroughly after 
WW2, when socialism wasn’t selling well, and the sexual revolution 
was throwing women into the open sexual market and the 
workforce, creating industrial amounts of usable resentment. 

Gays and other sexual deviants also came out the sexual revolution, 
and they’re resentful by the mere fact of existing. I’ve written 
extensively about that: it must be hard when all the people you’re 
really attracted to find you disgusting. 

And then obviously the foreigners. Third worlders came to the West 
to supply the cheap labor that the mild-socialist policies of Western 
governments were supposed to abolish. They soon became very 
useful to leftist political machines. Foreigners by definition are a 
low-status group in any society; unless the king protects them 
personally. That happened often in history; it’s basically the reason 
Jews still exist at all. Foreigners are weak, awkward, and so are loyal 
to whoever has the power to protect them. 

Once all these groups were in place and had been agitated properly 
by the press and the academic establishment, basing a political 
coalition on giving official status to these people against the 
majority of, well, normal people, wasn’t a hard decision to make. 
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Do you regard the intersectional tensions at the heart of the 
Coalition of the Fringes as ideologically / politically stable in the 
long-term; or do you perceive the hotbed of contradictions as too 
inherently unstable to endure / govern as Power becomes further 
consolidated in Bioleninist hands? 

I get that a lot. “Muslims and gays can’t get along, come on”. Well, 
they seem to be getting along quite happily in Leftist parties all over 
the West. I do imagine they’ll end up in conflict, but only after 
they’ve seized complete power. When all leftist parties in the West 
have become basically leaders of one-party states, then sure, the 
factions will start fighting each other. But in a one-party state you 
can unleash violence very easily. The early Soviets fought each other 
a lot too. Then they were all purged. And then purged again. And 
then Stalin came and unleashed the mother of all purges. I don’t 
know if Biolenin or Biostalin will be brown gay men or black lesbian 
disabled women; but I imagine violence will happen in due course. 
But they have to win first. While they’re still following the rules of 
liberal democracy they will stay put. They have to. 

The concept of Bioleninism is simultaneously Essentialist, it draws 
on the explanatorily power of aggregate HBD forces; and 
Constructivist, it explains how political coalitions are socially 
constructed according to group-incentive dynamics. How do you 
conceive the inter-relationship of Essentialism and 
Constructivism in relation to Bioleninism, and which is the more 
dominant tendency in your thought? 

I’m not an academic person but I think this is not a helpful way to 
put it. If there are two different academic cliques, one the 
“essentialist” and the other the “constructivist”, and I have to choose 
which one Bioleninism belongs to; then we’re doing something 
wrong. This is not a useful game to play; unless I’m gonna get tenure 
and a six-figure salary for choosing the right team? Am I? 

I’m both Essentialist and Constructivist. I think reality is a thing, it’s 
out there, and it’s the same for everyone. That may map to 
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“essentialism”. There’s real stuff out there and it has properties. IQ is 
real. Race is real. 

But again, I’m a linguist. And language is constructed; it’s the result 
of social agreement. The only reason the sound string /dog/ forms 
the word “dog”, and that the word “dog” is used to refer to a certain 
animal is perfectly arbitrary and can be perfectly called a social 
construction. Every single word, every single part of grammar, every 
single linguistic pattern is like that. Every single “concept” is like 
that. It’s not completely arbitrary, and world languages have much in 
common, because there’s only so many ways to use language to form 
a society which is conducive to human existence. So, there’s an 
evolutionary process limiting how arbitrary social constructions can 
be. That applies to language (most languages - but not all! - have 
categories such as noun and verb), and to any other social 
institution. No human society that we know of (before modern 
Anglosphere) has had 20 “genders”. 

To a large extent you could say that reality is non-constructed, but 
human perception, or at least public signals of perception (which is 
all we know. No matter how many MRIs you take, you can’t really 
know what’s going on inside somebody’s head, you only know 
reliably observed behavior), is all “constructed”. If only because going 
against social consensus is likely to get you killed or ostracized at 
some point, so you better follow the flow. 

Then again, all political systems based their rhetoric on being 
objectively aligned with reality, following natural law of some sort. 
Constructivism as a theory arose as a way for the left to undermine 
Western society. It worked because constructivism points at a very 
real phenomenon: the fact that human knowledge is mostly 
mediated by other humans and not the result of any direct contact 
with nature. The right wing to a large extent is still trying to fight 
that fight, so they’re still pushing objectivism. 

But that fight was lost many, many years ago. I’m one of the few, or 
at least one of the first, rightist writers who have been using 
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constructivist arguments. Not only because they’re true; but also 
because they’re useful. Useful to undermine the present power 
structure. Let’s face it: we are not in power anymore. We’ve lost. 
Decades ago. Leftists are in power, they have a solid (if extremely 
flawed) theory behind them, and constructivist arguments can help 
destroy that. 

You have been amongst the most insistent and articulate 
advocates of the need for a New Religion as a central / system of 
Schelling Point/s around which reaction could begin to build a 
parallel status system / coherent opposition to Bioleninism / 
progressivism. Which religions do you see as primary candidates 
to reboot, or would you prefer to work from a tabula rasa ? 

My idea was to start from scratch. Hence “a new religion”. I do 
understand now that it’s much easier to just co-opt or make a fork of 
an existing religion: that way you can attract a lot of people without 
implying they were completely wrong all their lives. But I honestly 
don’t know what’s going to work. At the beginning I thought the 
success of a religion depended on the ideas, it was a problem of 
‘design’. I now tend to think that a sufficiently charismatic (and evil) 
prophet can get literally anything running, by sheer force of 
personality and tight discipline, however absurd the ideas may be. 

That said, I’m just not a very religious person, and neither a very 
social person, so I probably won’t be involved with any of that. But at 
some point, I’m quite sure it will happen. It may be Zensunni, or the 
actual rebirth of a Deus Vult Crusader Catholic Church. Or 
something completely new. 
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If Bioleninism continues to proceed unabated, what do you see as 
its failure mode? Will it die of inherent contradictions, as Marxists 
fantasized capitalism would; or collapse of internal entropy and 
get overrun by external enemies; or ease up on adverse counter¬ 
selection dynamics, let competent people run things again, and 
transition to a neo-feudal oligarchy; or do you have faith in 
narratives of decentralization, fragmentation, Patchwork or 
neocolonialism; or do we face the eternal current year, on repeat, 
forever... or perhaps you envisage an End Game even more hideous 
than the possibilities I’ve highlighted above? 

The scary thing about Bioleninism is that it has no alternative. 
Leninism existed for decades in Russia and China; but the obvious 
material success of the capitalist West provided a clear alternative. 
And at the point where internal contradictions went too far, Leninist 
countries could always say: fuck this, let’s just go Western. And that’s 
exactly what Soviet Union elites did. China took a middle way, but it 
basically dismantled much of its own system. Xi Jinping has been 
working hard to rebuild it, but he doesn’t have the old proletariat to 
man his system, so he’s basically running it on enforced sycophancy 
and internet surveillance. It doesn’t look very sustainable and 
cohesive to me, at the very least after the man dies. 

Bioleninism has no alternative. Nobody in the West can get fed up 
with Bioleninist dysfunction point at one country and say: let’s do 
that! Well, there’s Japan and other wealthy places, which have not 
inflicted third world mass-immigration on themselves. But Japan 
still has big problems with feminism and sexual deviants. The 
fertility rate tells you it’s not a healthy society. And it just passed a 
law to finally bring mass migration of third worlders. At any rate, 
neither Japan nor anyone else has a solid, working non-liberal 
political theory to base their politics on. 

On the right we may have many ideas of what to do, but we don’t 
have a clear, existing, successful example to point out to normies as 
a thing to emulate. Leninism died because Russians did have that. 
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Let’s do America. We don’t have that. At some point Soviet Leninism 
became lower status than American capitalism. Right now, 
Bioleninism is the most high-status system in the world. 

Taken to its logical conclusion, it will die of internal contradictions. 
As I said previously, at some point a Biostalin is going to come up 
and start purging people. Once he has complete and uncontested 
power he may change the Bioleninist theory by fiat to let competent 
people back into positions of power. At least the minimum number 
of competent people necessary to keep things running for another 
day. That’s a likely scenario. Slow, very slow decline. Collapse is also 
possible: Stalin was, after all, a very gifted man, and odds are the 
Bioleninists won’t be able to come up with one. 

Then again, we might also see an ersatz Bioleninist rise to power. 
One of those Scott Alexander guys, who are perfectly smart and 
healthy straight white men but completely exaggerate any teenage 
trauma into a full-fledged mental illness, if not outright cause 
themselves a mental illness through excessive psychiatric 
medication, in order to fit in with the wider Bioleninist coalition of 
actually innately dysfunctional people. It’s no coincidence that 
reports of gender dysphoria and myriad mental illness are growing 
fast among young white people. Especially women: they know what 
our society demands, where status is, so they adapt themselves to it. 
Blacks and Muslims will protest that these guys are fake, that white 
people are all evil no matter how fucked up in the head, but odds are 
they’d lose in a frontal confrontation. So, look forward to the 
Dictatorship of depressed incel programmers. I’m only half-joking. 

As for Patchwork and total fragmentation, the idea is cool and all, 
but I don’t see how the military equilibrium works for that. 
Ethnogenesis is in the end mostly a function of military technology. 
Fragmentation would be bloody, very bloody. And at the end of that 
war, I don’t think we’d get all that many polities after all. But I could 
be wrong. 
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